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Scientific Requirements Interface
(Submitted by Prof K. Jezek, GIIPSY Coordinator)

The key issue is developing a vehicle for science input and guidance to a reconstituted STG.  Such a vehicle is fundamentally important because the science community must be able to demonstrate commitment, enthusiasm and scientifically solid goals in order to justify time spent by the agencies.

Reviewing the past, GIIPSY was developed in response to a formal solicitation from the IPY.  GIISPY was successful in its role because of the spatial and time constraints of STG.  A somewhat ad hoc approach to developing the GIIPSY list of science members coupled with semi-formal discussions at AGU and EGU were sufficient to guide us through the    development of science requirements.  We were also able to routinely demonstrate that working level scientists were enthusiastic about the project to their planning level counterparts in the agency.  Linkages at those levels seemed to be key to this successful activity.

A similar sort of organization is needed to go forward but one which is established on a more inclusive basis and reaches more members of the science community.  What I envision is a super GIIPSY whose members include the chairmen of the primary discipline groups that have already self organized.   Three that immediately come to mind are the 

Sea ice working group, ISMASS, and the International Permafrost Association (which I think now has a special remote sensing section).  There are others (probably the glacier monitoring group, there must be something on snow etc).  But representatives from those 6-10 groups could form the basis of a super GIIPSY that

1)  reaches deep into the science community of each discipline,
2)  identifies the science and observational requirements for each 

discipline,
3)  works to establish a unified set of observational priorities that 

makes efficient use of the virtual constellation,
4)  iterates with STG on acquisition, processing and distribution progress.
I see this as a somewhat different role than GCW or PORS which (and maybe I am wrong) are working more at the policy level and also across all observational techniques.  I think the super GIIPSY fulfills the specific need for a science to space agency interface at the planning level.  Here it might be useful for WMO to circulate an organization chart illustrating how STG, GCW and PORS fit into the larger picture.  The chart will clarify whether or not there is a functional gap.

If my view is correct, then it will be important for the STG itself to formally call for such an organization (or to stipulate that PORS or GCW is that organization for example).  This step will serve the role that the IPY call-for-proposals did for GIIPSY.  Without this step, there will be no reason for the science community to react.   Could be another action item to engineer!

